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Abstract

Generalized Nash equilibrium (GNE) is a solution concept for complete information games,
in which each player’s objective function and feasible region depend on other players’ actions.
While numerical methods for finding GNE when players possess convex structure are relatively
mature, the same cannot be said when players optimize nonconvex objective functions over
nonconvex feasible regions. Drawing inspiration from the notion of a normalized (or variational)
Nash equilibrium, which is a more restrictive class of solutions to generalized Nash games, we
extend the ideas of [21] to develop an exact method that can find a normalized Nash equilibrium
(NNE) of a problem, when such an NNE exists. By adapting the framework of [21], we are able to
find NNE without any convexity assumptions. We demonstrate the effectiveness of our method
on several nonconvex games.

keywords: bilevel optimization, equilibrium modeling, game theory, nonconvexity, semi-infinite
programming.

1 Introduction

Generalized Nash equilibrium (GNE) is a solution concept for complete information games, in
which the objective function and decision set/space for each player depend on the action of the
other players. Generalized Nash games and GNE have been applied in many areas, including
electricity markets [33], energy markets [1, 24], transport [34], environment [22, 31], and, famously,
models of economies [2]. For the most part, numerical methods for finding GNE require the players
to have a certain amount of convex structure; see e.g. the review [12], as well as [7, 8, 10, 30]. Some
extensions to specially-structured nonconvex problems have been proposed in [28, 19]. In contrast,
the recent work by Harwood et al. [21] introduced methods for modeling and solving pure Nash
equilibrium (PNE) problems that did not not require convexity assumptions.

Extending these new methods to the GNE case presents certain challenges. Assuming that, for
instance, the decision set of each player can be represented as a set of algebraic inequality constraints
with parametric dependence on the other players’ decisions, one framework for extending methods
for PNE to GNE involves penalizing the parametric constraints, thereby reducing the problem in

∗This preprint has not undergone peer review (when applicable) or any post-submission improvements or correc-
tions. The Version of Record of this article is published in Annals of Operations Research, and is available online at
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10479-025-06968-z.
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finding a GNE to a problem in finding a PNE. This characterizes the approaches from [3, 13], for
instance. Exact penalization of optimization problems typically requires convexity, however, and
the work from [3, 13] is no different when applying this to the GNE problem.

Instead, we draw inspiration from the notion of a normalized (or variational) Nash equilibrium,
which is a more restrictive class of solutions to generalized Nash games. In this work, we extend
the ideas of [21] to develop a method that can find a normalized Nash equilibrium (NNE) of a
problem, when such an NNE exists. By adapting the framework of [21], we are able to find NNE
without any convexity assumptions.

In order to find a PNE, the central approach of [21] is to instead find a minimum disequilibrium
point. While such a point has a couple interesting properties, the main one is that if “disequi-
librium” is zero, then the point is in fact a PNE. The problem of minimizing disequilibrium is
equivalent to a semi-infinite program, or a mathematical optimization problem with an infinite
(and potentially uncountably so) number of constraints. Fairly mature constraint generation meth-
ods have been developed that can solve SIP under mild assumptions (specifically, without the need
for convex structure [4]). The challenge of adapting this approach to generalized Nash games is
that the problem of finding a minimum disequilibrium becomes a generalized semi-infinite program
(GSIP). Especially in instances without convex structure, solving a GSIP can be quite difficult [17].

The main realization that inspires this work is that in generalized games, NNE are a type of
minimum disequilibrium solution that may be found by solving an SIP. This is fitting, as NNE
have had more favorable numerical properties since the introduction of the term in [27], where a
gradient-based procedure was proposed to find NNE of convex games. From our perspective (that
SIP are easier to solve than GSIP), NNE continue to fit this trend.

Normalized Nash equilibrium has been used in favor of GNE in a number of settings, e.g., [9,
16, 23, 32], where NNE is favored for its numerical properties as well as its economic interpretation.
Consequently, the value of NNE has motivated work on numerical methods to find them: Dreves
et al. [11] propose a globalized Newton method for the computation of normalized Nash equilibria;
von Heusinger et al. [30] approach the problem of finding an NNE through a fixed-point formulation.
As noted before, however, these methods require convex structure.

Finally, we reiterate the general setting of this work; we allow for each player’s objective function
to be nonconvex, and their decision set to be nonconvex, including the case that certain variables
are constrained to be discrete. Thus, even though the original definition of NNE by Rosen [27]
required the existence of Lagrange multipliers (that is, it assumes continuous and more so convex
players), we develop a method that find an NNE in a meaningfully generalized setting.

The rest of this work is organized as follows. The definition of GNE and its characterization as a
solution of a mathematical optimization problem is recalled in Section 2. We briefly elaborate on the
challenges of solving this optimization problem in Section 3. In Section 4, we introduce normalized
Nash equilibrium and, more generally, minimum normalized disequilibrium as the central notion
of solution on which we focus. Further, we propose an algorithm for finding minimum normalized
disequilibrium. In Section 5, we demonstrate the effectiveness of this method on some examples.
This includes a computational study of a class of games involving “knapsack” players; we get
the somewhat surprising result that these games consistently have equilibria across a range of
parameters and data. We conclude in Section 6.

2 Definition and characterization of equilibrium

The basic definitions and characterization of pure Nash equilibrium from [21] are trivially extended
to the generalized case; see also [20]. In this section we recall these concepts.
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2.1 Definition of equilibrium

Consider the (nonempty) set
G ⊂ Rn0 × Rn1 × · · · × Rnm ,

and collection of m player/agent optimization problems parametric in x ∈ Rn0 ; for i ∈ {1, . . . ,m},
player i is defined by

Si(x) ≡ argmin
yi

gi(x, yi)

s.t. (x, yi) ∈ Fi

(Ai)

where Fi ⊂ Rn0×Rni and gi : Fi → R. Also important is the optimal value function of problem (Ai)

g∗i (x) ≡ inf
yi
{gi(x, yi) : (x, yi) ∈ Fi} . (1)

As usual, for any i, define g∗i (x) = +∞ if optimization problem (Ai) is infeasible, and g∗i (x) = −∞
if the problem is unbounded.

We have the following definition of a generalized Nash equilibrium (GNE). Although this defi-
nition and overall form of the game is different from previous definitions [12], the two formulations
have equivalent modeling power; see [20, §2.3], specifically Propositions 1 and 2.

Definition 1. A point (x∗, y∗1, . . . , y
∗
m) is a GNE of the collection of (Ai) with respect to G if

(x∗, y∗1, . . . , y
∗
m) ∈ G and y∗i ∈ Si(x

∗) for each i.

Notation. We will sometimes write

(y1, . . . , ym) = y ∈ R(
∑

i ni).

More generally, a symbol without a subscript refers to a tuple/block vector of the subscripted
objects; for example we have z = (z1, z2, . . . , zJ) for some vectors or scalars zj .

2.2 Characterization of equilibrium and minimum disequilibrium

The following result characterizes equilibrium as the solution of an optimization problem. The
objective can be thought of as a measure of “disequilibrium,” or roughly the dissatisfaction of all
the players in aggregate. This depends on an R̄-valued function µ; a convenient choice is1

µ : (v1, . . . , vm) 7→
∑m

i=1 vi.

Proposition 1. [20, Prop. 3] Let µ : R̄m → R̄ be any function satisfying:

1. if v ∈ R̄m
+ then µ(v) ≥ 0;

2. v ∈ R̄m
+ and µ(v) = 0 if and only if vi = 0 for all i.

Consider
δ ≡ inf

x,y1,...,ym
µ(g(x, y)− g∗(x))

s.t. (x, y1, . . . , ym) ∈ G

(x, yi) ∈ Fi, ∀i.

(MD)

Any (x∗, y∗1, . . . , y
∗
m) is a solution of (MD) with δ = 0 if and only it is a GNE.

1We denote the extended-reals by R̄ ≡ R ∪ {−∞,+∞} and the subset of non-negative extended reals by R̄+.
Extended-real arithmetic proceeds by the usual rules; we might worry about what to do in the undefined case ∞−∞.
However, this cannot occur in the feasible set of (MD): If (x, y) is feasible in (MD), then for each i, (x, yi) ∈ Fi,
and thus player i is feasible and so g∗i (x) < +∞. Since gi is real-valued by assumption, each term gi(x, y)− g∗i (x) is
strictly greater than −∞, and so an expression like

∑
i(gi(x, y)− g∗i (x)) is either finite or +∞.
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We note that by the assumptions on µ, we always have δ ≥ 0. We will refer to a solution
of (MD) as a minimum disequilibrium solution, whether or not it is a GNE. Harwood et al. [21]
discuss the value of minimum disequilibrium solutions in pure Nash equilibrium problems. See
also [15] for the related concept of minimum total opportunity cost, which is the specialization of
minimum disequilibrium in the context of pricing in electricity markets.

3 Reformulation of minimum disequilibrium

In this section we define an equivalent form of the minimum disequilibrium problem (MD) that
will be useful. Here and in the following sections, define

F̂ ≡ {(x, y1, . . . , ym) : (x, yi) ∈ Fi, ∀i} .

We then note that the feasible set of (MD) is F̂ ∩G. Define π0 :
∏m

i=0Rni → Rn0 as the projection
onto the “x” variables:

π0(x, y1, . . . , ym) = x.

Then the projection of the feasible of (MD) is

π0(F̂ ∩G) =
{
x ∈ Rn0 : ∃y such that (x, y) ∈ F̂ ∩G

}
. (2)

Also define π−0 :
∏m

i=0Rni →
∏m

i=1Rni as projection onto the “y” (everything except the “x”)
variables:

π−0(x, y1, . . . , ym) = (y1, . . . , ym).

To avoid having to deal with extended real–valued functions, we make use of the following as-
sumption, which essentially states that each player problem (Ai) is bounded for all x feasible for
Problem (MD).

Assumption 1. Assume that for each i, g∗i (x) > −∞ for all x ∈ π0(F̂ ∩G).

We would like to highlight some of the structure in the problem (MD) when we use the afore-
mentioned choice of µ : (v1, . . . , vm) 7→

∑
i vi. The following result establishes an equivalent

reformulation of (MD).

Proposition 2. Let Assumption 1 hold. Let µ : Rm → R be defined by µ(v) =
∑

i vi. Consider

inf
x,y,w

∑
i gi(x, yi)− w (MD′)

s.t. (x, y) ∈ G,

(x, y) ∈ F̂ ,

w ≤
∑

i gi(x, y
′
i), ∀y′ : (x, y′) ∈ F̂ .

The x and y components of the solution sets of Problems (MD) and (MD′) are equal and the
infimum of (MD′) is δ.

Proof. First, note that the constraint w ≤
∑

i gi(x, y
′
i), ∀y′ : (x, y′) ∈ F̂ is equivalent to w ≤

infy′
{∑

i gi(x, y
′
i) : (x, y

′) ∈ F̂
}
. By the definition of F̂ , this minimization decomposes and so the

infimum equals
∑

i infy′i {gi(x, y
′
i) : (x, y

′
i) ∈ Fi}. Thus the constraint is equivalent to w ≤

∑
i g

∗
i (x).
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Now, if (MD) is infeasible, it is easy to see that (MD′) must be infeasible as well. Conversely
(via the contrapositive), if (MD) is feasible, then so is (MD′), since since the assumption g∗i (x) >
−∞ means that there must exist (finite) w such that w ≤

∑
i g

∗
i (x). Consequently, if one or the

other is infeasible, both solution sets are empty, their infima are both +∞, and the result holds
trivially.

Otherwise, assume (MD′) is feasible and let the infimum of (MD′) be δ̃. Choose ϵ > 0 and
let (x, y, w) be feasible in (MD′) with

∑
i gi(x, yi) − w ≤ δ̃ + ϵ. Since w ≤

∑
i g

∗
i (x), we have

µ(g(x, y)− g∗(x)) =
∑

i gi(x, yi)−
∑

i g
∗
i (x) ≤ δ̃+ ϵ. Clearly (x, y) is feasible for (MD), and so this

implies δ ≤ δ̃ + ϵ. This argument holds for all ϵ so δ ≤ δ̃.
Conversely, assume (MD) is feasible, choose ϵ > 0, and let (x, y) be feasible in (MD) with

µ(g(x, y)− g∗(x)) =
∑

i(gi(x, yi)− g∗i (x)) ≤ δ+ ϵ. We can take w =
∑

i g
∗
i (x), which gives (x, y, w)

feasible in (MD′) with
∑

i gi(x, yi)−w ≤ δ+ ϵ. Again, letting the infimum of (MD′) be δ̃, we have

δ̃ ≤ δ + ϵ. Again, this argument holds for all ϵ so δ̃ ≤ δ. Combined with the previous inequality,
we have δ = δ̃.

When a solution exists for either (MD) or (MD′), we can essentially repeat the arguments
above with ϵ = 0 and use δ = δ̃ to see that a solution for one is a solution for the other.

It is possible that for certain values of x,
{
y′ : (x, y′) ∈ F̂

}
has infinite, and in particular un-

countably infinite, cardinality. Consequently, Problem (MD′) may be categorized as a generalized
semi-infinite program (GSIP); see [17] for a review. Although progress has been made on solving
GSIP, this class of problems is intrinsically less–well behaved than “standard” semi-infinite pro-
grams (SIP). In the next section we will see how the problem of finding normalized Nash equilibrium
yields an SIP.

4 Normalized Nash equilibrium

We begin to tackle the concept of a normalized Nash equilibrium. In this section, we adapt this
definition for our framework, and try to relax the typical assumptions required. In the following
subsections, we recall the established definition of a normalized Nash equilibrium and gain some
familiarity with it before specializing the minimum disequilibrium concept for normalized Nash
equilibrium.

4.1 The jointly constrained case

For the moment, consider players in the form

inf
yi
{fi(y−i, yi) : (y−i, yi) ∈ Y }

Note that the feasible set for this player is parameterized by the other players’ decisions y−i;
however, the “host set” Y is the same for each player. We will refer to this situation as the “jointly
constrained case” (previous treatments typically assume Y is convex, and so often call it the jointly
convex case [12]).

If we use the choice µ : (v1, . . . , vm) 7→
∑

i vi, the minimum disequilibrium problem (MD) for
this game takes the form

δ = inf
y

∑
i fi(y−i, yi)− f∗(y)

s.t. y ∈ Y,
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where
f∗(y) ≡

∑
i

inf
zi
{fi(y−i, zi) : (y−i, zi) ∈ Y } . (3)

Once again, this problem is equivalent to a GSIP.
The term normalized Nash equilibrium (NNE) was originally inspired by the fact that it is a

particular solution where the KKT multipliers satisfy a certain normalization condition; in this way
it is a more restrictive solution, but often one that is easier to find numerically. A definition more
relevant to the present setting is that a NNE is a point y∗ such that

y∗ ∈ argmin
y

{∑
i

fi(y
∗
−i, yi) : y ∈ Y

}

(see [29, 14]). Equivalently, y∗ ∈ Y and
∑

i fi(y
∗
−i, y

∗
i ) ≤

∑
i fi(y

∗
−i, yi), for all y ∈ Y . In the

following subsection, we show that for the jointly constrained case, all NNE are GNE; in general,
the converse does not hold.

Taking it as a postulate for now, an NNE is a solution of

δ† ≡ inf
y

∑
i fi(y−i, yi)− f †(y)

s.t. y ∈ Y,

with δ† = 0, where
f †(y) ≡ inf

z
{
∑

i fi(y−i, zi) : z ∈ Y } . (4)

Comparing this with the minimum disequilibrium problem, the only difference is in the optimal
value function that appears in the objective. Noting that the feasible sets in the optimization
problems defining f∗ are independent, we have

f∗(y) = inf
z
{
∑

i fi(y−i, zi) : (y−i, zi) ∈ Y, ∀i} . (5)

Given the similarity between the optimization problems in (4) and (5), we might suspect that, for
instance, f †(y) ≤ f∗(y) for all y; in this case we would have δ† ≥ δ ≥ 0, which would imply that
an NNE, with δ† = 0, would also be a GNE.

While this intuition is correct, showing it rigorously is complicated by the fact that there is no
immediate relationship between f∗ and f †: that is, the optimization problems in (4) and (5) are
not a restriction or relaxation of the other. See Figure 1; the feasible set of (5) for a given value of
y is

∏
i {zi : (y−i, zi) ∈ Y }, which is not a subset of Y even in simple convex cases. However, given

a value of y, each feasible set {zi : (y−i, zi) ∈ Y } (in (3), the original definition of f∗), is in fact a
“subset” of Y , or more accurately, a subset of the projection of Y onto the appropriate subspace.
This indicates the structure of which we should try to take advantage.

4.2 Minimum normalized disequilibrium

Here, we will translate the preceding discussion into our framework. We make the following defini-
tion.

Definition 2. A point (x∗, y∗) is a normalized Nash equilibrium (NNE) of the collection of (Ai)
with respect to G if

(x∗, y∗) ∈ F̂ ∩G and

y∗ ∈ argmin
y′

{∑
i gi(x

∗, y′i) : y
′ ∈ π−0(F̂ ∩G)

}
.

6



Y

Y1(y2)× Y2(y1)

y1

y2

Figure 1: “Jointly constrained case”. Here, Y1(y2) = {z1 : (z1, y2) ∈ Y } and similarly Y2(y1) =
{z2 : (y1, z2) ∈ Y }. Y is the lower-level feasible set in the definition of NNE; Y1(y2)× Y2(y1) is the
lower-level feasible set in the definition of GNE. Note that there is not necessarily a subset/superset
relationship between the lower-level problem feasible sets.

Equivalently, (x∗, y∗) ∈ F̂ ∩G and∑
i gi(x

∗, y∗i ) ≤
∑

i gi(x
∗, y′i), ∀(x′, y′) ∈ F̂ ∩G.

To try to convince ourselves that this is consistent with the definition in the previous subsection,
consider a two player game in the jointly constrained case. We define G by (x1, x2, y1, y2) ∈ G ⇐⇒
x1 = y1, x2 = y2. We define F1 and F2 by (x, y1) ∈ F1 ⇐⇒ (y1, x2) ∈ Y and (x, y2) ∈ F2 ⇐⇒
(x1, y2) ∈ Y . Then, (x, y) ∈ F̂ ∩ G ⇐⇒ (y1, y2) ∈ Y , (x1, x2) = (y1, y2). The x variables are
extraneous, and the conditions in Definition 2 simplify to y∗ ∈ argminy {

∑
i gi(y

∗, yi) : y ∈ Y }.
Defining fi appropriately gives us the definition in the previous subsection.

Before relating NNE and GNE, we would like to characterize an NNE as a solution of a math-
ematical program satisfying certain conditions. First, define an optimal value function relevant to
the definition of NNE:

gN (x) ≡ inf
y′

{∑
i gi(x, y

′
i) : y

′ ∈ π−0(F̂ ∩G)
}
. (6)

Note that an equivalent definition of gN is one with “dummy” variables x′ added to implicitly
represent the projection of F̂ ∩G:

gN (x) = inf
x′,y′

{∑
i gi(x, y

′
i) : (x

′, y′) ∈ F̂ ∩G
}
.

Again, to avoid having to deal with extended real–valued functions, we make an assumption for gN

analogous to Assumption 1.

Assumption 2. Assume that for all x ∈ π0(F̂ ∩G), gN (x) > −∞.

In the following result, we establish that an NNE is a solution of an SIP satisfying certain
conditions. Again, contrast this with the reformulation of the minimum disequilibrium problem,
(MD′), which is a GSIP. Since SIP tend to be better-behaved and easier to solve, NNE achieves
its goal of providing a computationally easier to find solution.

Proposition 3. Let Assumption 2 hold. Consider

δN ≡ inf
x,y,w

∑
i

gi(x, yi)− w

s.t. (x, y) ∈ G,

(x, y) ∈ F̂ ,

w ≤
∑

i gi(x, y
′
i), ∀y′ ∈ π−0(F̂ ∩G).

(MND)
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Then (x∗, y∗, w∗) is a solution of (MND) with δN = 0 if and only if (x∗, y∗) is an NNE.

Proof. First, note that δN ≥ 0: Choose any feasible point (x, y, w); then we must have (x, y) ∈ F̂∩G
and w ≤ gN (x). Since (x, y) ∈ F̂ ∩G, then y ∈ π−0(F̂ ∩G) and so by definition of gN (x), we have
w ≤ gN (x) ≤

∑
i gi(x, yi). Thus, the objective value for any feasible point (x, y, w) is nonnegative.

It follows that δN is nonnegative.
Let (x∗, y∗) be an NNE. Then (x∗, y∗) ∈ F̂ ∩ G and

∑
i gi(x

∗, y∗i ) ≤
∑

i gi(x
∗, y′i) for all y′ ∈

π−0(F̂ ∩ G). If we let w∗ =
∑

i gi(x
∗, y∗i ), then w∗ ≤

∑
i gi(x

∗, y′i) for all y′ ∈ π−0(F̂ ∩ G) and
so (x∗, y∗, w∗) is feasible in (MND) with objective value zero. It follows that δN ≤ 0, but since
δN ≥ 0 established previously, we have δN = 0 and (x∗, y∗, w∗) is optimal for (MND).

Conversely, let (x∗, y∗, w∗) be a solution of (MND) with δN = 0. Then (x∗, y∗) ∈ F̂ ∩ G
and w∗ ≤

∑
i gi(x

∗, y′i) for all y′ ∈ π−0(F̂ ∩ G). But since
∑

i gi(x
∗, y∗i ) − w∗ = δN = 0, we have∑

i gi(x
∗, y∗i ) ≤

∑
i gi(x

∗, y′i) for all y
′ ∈ π−0(F̂ ∩G), and it follows that (x∗, y∗) is an NNE.

We refer to a solution of (MND) as a minimum normalized disequilibrium solution. What is
the relationship between minimum disequilibrium and minimum normalized disequilibrium? Com-
paring (MD′) and (MND), the difference is in the “infinite” constraint; for (MD′) it is equivalent
to w ≤

∑
i g

∗
i (x) while for (MND) it is equivalent to w ≤ gN (x). Thus, we might try to compare∑

i g
∗
i (x) and gN (x). However, in analogy with the observation in Figure 1, to get the definition

of gN , it is as if we have both relaxed the problem by allowing optimization over the dummy vari-
ables x′, but additionally restricted it to the set G. Consequently, we need extra conditions on
the sets Fi and G in order to relate the two problems. In the following, define, for any index j,
πj :

∏m
i=0Rni → Rnj as the projection onto the “yj” variables:

πj(x, y1, . . . , ym) = yj .

The conditions in the next assumption are inspired by the observations we made in the jointly
constrained case.

Assumption 3. Assume that for any (x, y) ∈ F̂ ∩G, and any index j, we have{
y′j : (x, y

′
j) ∈ Fj

}
⊂ πj

({
(x′, y′1, . . . , y

′
m) ∈ F̂ ∩G : y′i = yi, ∀i ̸= j

})
.

Under this assumption, we can establish that (MND) is a restriction of (MD).

Proposition 4. Let Assumptions 2 and 3 hold. Assume that µ(v) = max {v1, . . . , vm} in the
minimum disequilibrium problem (MD). Then, for any point (x, y, w) feasible in (MND), (x, y)
is feasible in (MD) with a smaller objective value: µ(g(x, y)− g∗(x)) ≤

∑
i gi(x, yi)− w. Further,

δ ≤ δN .

Proof. Choose (x, y, w) feasible in (MND). Let the objective value be ϵ ≡
∑

i gi(x, yi) − w. As
noted in the proof of Proposition 3, this objective value ϵ must be nonnegative. By feasibility, we
have (x, y) ∈ F̂ ∩G and∑

i gi(x, yi) ≤
∑

i gi(x, y
′
i) + ϵ, ∀(x′, y′) ∈ F̂ ∩G.

Pick any j. Then, this inequality also holds for all (x′, y′) in the subset

Hj ≡
{
(x′, y′1, . . . , y

′
m) ∈ F̂ ∩G : y′i = yi, ∀i ̸= j

}
.

8



For (x′, y′) ∈ Hj , y
′
i = yi for each i ̸= j, and so gi(x, y

′
i) = gi(x, yi). Otherwise put,∑

i gi(x, yi) ≤ gj(x, y
′
j) +

∑
i̸=j gi(x, yi) + ϵ, ∀(x′, y′) ∈ Hj .

We can cancel terms from either side of the inequality which gives

gj(x, yj) ≤ gj(x, y
′
j) + ϵ, ∀(x′, y′) ∈ Hj .

Equivalently, this inequality holds for all y′j ∈ πj(Hj). However, by assumption πj(Hj) ⊃
{
y′j : (x, y

′
j) ∈ Fj

}
.

Thus, the inequality still holds on this subset:

gj(x, yj) ≤ gj(x, y
′
j) + ϵ, ∀y′j : (x, y′j) ∈ Fj ,

which implies gj(x, yj) ≤ g∗j (x) + ϵ. We can repeat this argument for each j; thus the point (x, y)

is feasible in (MD) with objective value maxj

{
gj(x, yj)− g∗j (x)

}
≤ ϵ. This shows that (MND)

is a restriction of (MD); it follows that δ ≤ δN .

With these results, we can now relate NNE and GNE.

Theorem 1. Let Assumptions 2 and 3 hold. Then any NNE is a GNE.

Proof. Let (x∗, y∗) be an NNE. Then by Proposition 3, there exists w∗ such that (x∗, y∗, w∗) is a
solution of (MND) with δN = 0. By Proposition 4, this implies (x∗, y∗) is feasible in (MD) with
δ = 0. Finally, since the choice of µ(v) = max {v1, . . . , vm} satisfies the conditions required of µ in
Proposition 1, this means (x∗, y∗) is a GNE.

Assumption 2 does not seem to be strictly essential to show that NNE are GNE; however, it is
a mild enough assumption and we find Theorem 1 satisfactory. Meanwhile, Assumption 3 does not
explicitly impose any specific structure on Fi or G, although practically we might only expect the
condition to hold when these sets take the form implied when converting a game from the jointly
constrained case. In this situation, x = (x1, . . . , xm), and these variables are merely a copy of the
y variables, and G is used to enforce this. We establish this special case in the following result.

Proposition 5. Assume that n0 =
∑m

i=1 ni and

G = {(x1, . . . , xm, y1, . . . , ym) : xi = yi, ∀i} .

Further, assume that there exists Y ⊂
∏

iRni such that for each i,

Fi = {(x1, . . . , xm, yi) : (x1, . . . , xi−1, yi, xi+1, . . . xm) ∈ Y } .

Then, Assumption 3 holds.

Proof. Choose any (x, y) ∈ F̂ ∩G and any index j. Define

Hj ≡
{
(x′, y′1, . . . , y

′
m) ∈ F̂ ∩G : y′i = yi, ∀i ̸= j

}
.

Choose y′j such that (x, y′j) ∈ Fj . We need to show that there exist x′ and y′i, i ̸= j, such that
(x′, y′) ∈ Hj . To this end, let y′i = yi, for each i ̸= j, and x′ = y′. We establish that this point
satisfies (x′, y′) ∈ Hj .
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Clearly the conditions y′i = yi, for each i ̸= j are satisfied, and since x′ = y′, we have (x′, y′) ∈ G.

It remains to show that (x′, y′) ∈ F̂ . To show this, note that y′ ∈ Y is equivalent to (y′, y′) ∈ F̂
(y′ ∈ Y ⇐⇒ (y′, y′i) ∈ Fi, ∀i ⇐⇒ (y′, y′) ∈ F̂ ). Since we chose y′j such that (x, y′j) ∈ Fj , then
forgiving a re-ordering of variables, this means (x−j , y

′
j) ∈ Y . But we also chose (x, y) ∈ G, so x−j =

y−j = y′−j , and so we have y′ ∈ Y . It follows that (x′, y′) = (y′, y′) ∈ F̂ . Thus, we have (x′, y′) ∈ Hj ,

which implies y′j ∈ πj(Hj). Since y
′
j was arbitrary this establishes

{
y′j : (x, y

′
j) ∈ Fj

}
⊂ πj(Hj).

Proposition 5 and Theorem 1 establish that NNE are GNE in the jointly constrained case,
as promised. More generally, the minimum normalized disequilibrium problem promises to be
computationally easier than the minimum disequilibrium problem, provides an approximation to a
minimum disequilibrium solution, and even provides an upper bound on minimum disequilibrium
(albeit with slightly different measures of disequilibrium).

4.3 Solution method for normalized Nash equilibrium

Algorithm 1 solves Problem (MND) to ε-optimality under mild conditions (e.g. compactness of
G, Fi, and continuity of gi). This algorithm relies on the iterative solution of the optimization
problem (6) defining gN (x),

gN (x) = inf
y′

{∑
i gi(x, y

′
i) : y

′ ∈ π−0(F̂ ∩G)
}
,

and

δL ≡ inf
x,y,w

∑
i

gi(x, yi)− w (7)

s.t. (x, y) ∈ G,

(x, y) ∈ F̂ ,

w ≤
∑

i gi(x, y
′
i), ∀y′ ∈ FL

for some finite set FL that is a subset of π−0(F̂ ∩G). A key observation is that since FL ⊂ π−0(F̂ ∩
G), inf

{∑
i gi(x, y

′
i) : y

′ ∈ FL
}
≥ inf

{∑
i gi(x, y

′
i) : y

′ ∈ π−0(F̂ ∩G)
}
. Thus, (7) is a relaxation

of (MND), and δL is a lower bound on δN . Meanwhile an upper bound on δN is given by∑
i gi(x, yi)−gN (x) for some (x, y) ∈ F̂ ∩G. Again, these bounds converge under mild assumptions

(to be more specific, compactness of F̂ ∩G and continuity of each gi); for details see the proofs in
[20, 21], which also allow for inexact solution of the subproblems. See also the general algorithm
for solving SIP from [4].

5 Numerical examples

In this section we present two simple examples to better demonstrate the numerical method.

5.1 A two-player game with nonconvex players

We consider a two-player game defined by nonconvex players controlling a single continuous decision
variable

g∗1(x) = min
y1
{−2y1x2 : yr1 + xr2 ≤ 1, y1 ∈ [0, 1]} ,

g∗2(x) = min
y2
{x1y2 : xr1 + yr2 ≤ 1, y2 ∈ [0, 1]} ,

10



Algorithm 1 Solution method for Problem (MND)

Require: ε > 0, FL ⊂ F̂ ∩G, FL ̸= ∅
1: δU = +∞
2: loop
3: Solve Problem (7) to obtain optimal solution (x, y, w) and value δL.
4: For this value of x, solve lower-level problem (6) to obtain optimal solution y′ and value

gN (x).
5: if w ≤ gN (x) then
6: (x∗, y∗)← (x, y)
7: return (x∗, y∗)
8: else
9: FL ← FL ∪ {y′}

10: end if
11: if

∑
i gi(x, yi)− gN (x) < δU then

12: δU ←
∑

i gi(x, yi)− gN (x)
13: (x∗, y∗)← (x, y)
14: end if
15: if δU −max

{
δL, 0

}
< ε then

16: return (x∗, y∗)
17: end if
18: end loop

where r = 1
2 , and G = {(x1, x2, y1, y2) : x1 = y1, x2 = y2}. Note that each player minimizes a linear

function subject to a nonconvex constraint since r ∈ (0, 1). The above formulation is simply putting
a generalized game between the two players

min
y1
{−2y1y2 : yr1 + yr2 ≤ 1, y1 ∈ [0, 1]} ,

min
y2
{y1y2 : yr1 + yr2 ≤ 1, y2 ∈ [0, 1]} ,

into the form required by Definition 1.
To initialize the FL set in Algorithm 1, a reasonable approach might be to solve the “joint”

optimization problem (combining the constraints and summing the objectives of the players in their
simplified form):

min
y

{
−y1y2 : yr1 + yr2 ≤ 1, y ∈ [0, 1]2

}
. (8)

The optimal solution of this problem is
(
1
4 ,

1
4

)
(see Figure 2), which we use to initialize the set FL.

The lower bounding problem, with the single cut from FL, is

min
x,y,w

− 2y1x2 + x1y2 − w

s.t. w ≤ −2y′1x2 + x1y
′
2, ∀y′ ∈ {(1/4, 1/4)} ,

yr1 + xr2 ≤ 1,

xr1 + yr2 ≤ 1,

y ∈ [0, 1]2,

x1 = y1, x2 = y2.

11



1

1

Figure 2: Sketch of joint problem (8) for example of Section 5.1. Contours of the objective function
are dashed lines.

However, this simplifies to

min
y1,y2,w

{
−y1y2 − w : w ≤ −(1/2)y2 + (1/4)y1, y

r
1 + yr2 ≤ 1, y ∈ [0, 1]2

}
.

The solution is (1, 0, 1/4) with optimal value −1
4 . The lower-level problem, using the dummy variable

formulation to implicitly represent the projection, is

gN (1, 0) = min
x′
1,x

′
2,y

′
1,y

′
2

− 2(y′1 · 0) + 1 · y′2

s.t. (y′1)
r + (x′2)

r ≤ 1,

(x′1)
r + (y′2)

r ≤ 1,

y′ ∈ [0, 1]2,

x′1 = y′1, x
′
2 = y′2,

which also simplifies to

gN (1, 0) = min
y′1,y

′
2

{
y′2 : (y

′
1)

r + (y′2)
r ≤ 1, y′ ∈ [0, 1]2

}
.

The set of optimal solutions to gN are {(y′1, y′2) = (γ, 0) : γ ∈ [0, 1]} with optimal value gN (γ, 0) = 0.
We have 1

4 = w ̸≤ gN (γ, 0) = 0, implying that we should update FL. However, the upper bound
becomes δU = −2(1 · 0) + (1 · 0) − gN (γ, 0) = 0, indicating that the disequilibrium is zero and
that an equilibrium has been found. Thus, we terminate at Step 15 in Algorithm 1 with solution
y∗ = (1, 0) (and x∗ = y∗). Algorithm 1 only requires one full iteration to terminate.

5.2 Game with discretely-constrained Nash-Cournot knapsack players

Consider a multi-player discretely-constrained Nash-Cournot game in which player j ∈ J solves

min
yj

∑
l∈Lj

(
cjl −

(
αl − βl

∑
i∈J yil

))
yjl (9a)

s.t.
∑
l∈Lj

ajlyjl ≤ bj , (9b)

∑
i∈J

dilyil ≤ el, ∀l ∈ L, (9c)

yj ∈ {0, 1}nj , (9d)
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where αl > 0 and βl > 0 represent the parameters of a linear inverse demand function of market
l, Lj denotes the set of markets available to player j, cjl and ajl denote the cost incurred and
resources consumed, respectively, when player j chooses to participate in market l, and bj is the
total resource amount available to player j. Meanwhile, constraints (9c) are a set of “shared”
constraints, known to all players, which limit the total resources (summed over all players) that
can be consumed in market l. Papageorgiou et al. [26] described a variant of this game without
shared constraints. Each player has binary decision variables and solves a multi-knapsack problem.
Note that, while each player’s objective function has a quadratic term y2jl, it reduces to a linear

objective since y2jl = yjl when yjl ∈ {0, 1}.
First, for simplicity, assume that Lj = L for all j; that is, each player participates in each

market. Second, rather than put this game into the form required by Definition 1, we follow the
logic from the example of Section 5.1 to see that the lower bounding problem is

min
y,w

∑
j∈J

∑
l∈L

(
cjl − αl + βl

∑
i∈J yil

)
yjl − w

s.t.
∑

l∈L ajlyjl ≤ bj , ∀j ∈ J ,∑
j∈J djlyjl ≤ el, ∀l ∈ L,

yjl ∈ {0, 1} , ∀(j, l) ∈ J × L,

w ≤
∑

j∈J
∑

l∈L

((
cjl − αl + βl

∑
i̸=j yil

)
y′jl + βl(y

′
jl)

2
)
, ∀y′ ∈ FL.

(10)

It is easy to see that the lower-bounding problem (10) is linearly constrained; introducing the
variables zl =

∑
i yil and writing the objective as∑

j,l cjlyjl +
∑

l (−αl + βlzl) zl − w

it is clear that the lower bounding problem may be solved as a mixed-integer (convex) quadratic
program (MIQP). Meanwhile the lower-level problem is

gN (y) = min
y′

∑
j∈J

∑
l∈L

((
cjl − αl + βl

∑
i̸=j yil

)
y′jl + βl(y

′
jl)

2
)

s.t.
∑

l∈L ajly
′
jl ≤ bj , ∀j ∈ J ,∑

j∈J djly
′
jl ≤ el, ∀l ∈ L,

y′jl ∈ {0, 1} , ∀(j, l) ∈ J × L.

(11)

Recalling that x2 = x when x ∈ {0, 1}, we can write the objective of the LLP (11) as∑
j∈J

∑
l∈L

(
cjl − αl + βl + βl

∑
i̸=j yil

)
y′jl.

Consequently, it is easy to see that the LLP is a 0–1 integer linear program.
For our computational experiments, we generate 100 random instances involving |J | players

and |L| markets for each choice of |J | ∈ {5, 25, 50} and |L| ∈ {10, 20}. Thus, we solve 600
total instances. Let γ = 103 and assume that the function randint(a, b) generates a random
integer between a and b, inclusive. Then, we generate random (integer) parameters for multi-player
knapsack instances as follows: αl = randint(1, |J |γ), ∀l ∈ L; βl = randint(1, γ), ∀l ∈ L; cjl =
randint(1, γ), ∀(j, l) ∈ J ×L; ajl = randint(1, γ), ∀(j, l) ∈ J ×L; bj = max {ajl : l ∈ L} ,∀j ∈ J ;
djl = randint(1, γ),∀(j, l) ∈ J × L; el = max {djl : j ∈ J } ,∀l ∈ L. Note that these values of bj
and el ensure that each player can participate in any market. We formulate each instance using
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cvxpy [5] and solve them using pyscipopt [25]. As in the previous example, we initialize the set
FL by solving the “joint” optimization problem in which we combine/concatenate the constraints
and sum the objectives of the players in their simplified form. We set ϵ = 0.01.

Figure 3 shows histograms of the number of iterations required to reach a normalized Nash
equilibrium. The first observation is that all instances have an equilibrium (or, more precisely,
a point with normalized disequilibrium below the tolerance ϵ). On these instances, Algorithm 1
typically only needs one iteration to converge; however, more than one iteration is required on
several instances, but rarely more than ten iterations.

Figure 4 shows the mean and max time per iteration over 100 instances for different player-
market configurations of |J | and |L|. To be clear, one iteration includes all, or (if a termination
criterion is satisfied) a subset, of the steps in the main loop of Algorithm 1. As expected, the time
per iteration increases in the number |J | of players and the number |L| of markets. Even though
the lower bounding problem (10) and the lower-level problem (11) each have |J ||L| binary decision
variables, the solver has no difficulty optimizing these instances even when there are 1000 binary
decision variables with |J | = 50 and |L| = 20.

We point out that it is a somewhat surprising result that every instance has an equilibrium;
we are not aware of any theoretical results that would explain why this general class of games (of
which we have generated 600 random instances) would have an equilibrium. The work by Harks and
Schwarz [19] seems the most relevant; the essence of those results is that a point is an equilibrium
if and only if it is an equilibrium for a game where the players are replaced by versions involving
the convex hull of their strategy sets. It is plausible that those results apply to this game involving
knapsack players. This merits future investigation.

As far as alternative methods are concerned, in the appendix, we show that a popular framework,
known as the complementarity approach, need not produce a Nash equilibrium to this game due
to the players’ discrete (hence, nonconvex) decisions. Even the numerical methods proposed in [19]
do not quite apply, as they focused on special cases, such as when a tight formulation of the players
is known a priori (that is, when the continuous relaxations of the players’ strategy sets coincides
with their convex hulls).

6 Conclusions and future research directions

In this work we have extended the minimum disequilibrium concept from [21] to minimum normal-
ized disequilibrium. A minimum normalized disequilibrium yields a normalized Nash equilibrium
when the latter exists. These results have been established without need to assume any convex
structure in the players. Just as normalized Nash equilibrium is a potentially easier-to-find solu-
tion, minimum normalized disequilibrium is computationally more tractable to find than minimum
disequilibrium. Moreover, our approach is exact; it is not a heuristic.

There are numerous opportunities for future research. Revisiting the theory of [19] would be
worthwhile; whereas that theory might identify classes of nonconvex games that have an equilib-
rium, the algorithm proposed in this work would actually be able to find them. Extending the
proposed method to find generalized Nash equilibria would also be valuable. It may be beneficial
to create a hybrid approach in which heuristic methods are coupled with our exact approach as was
done in [26]. Distributed algorithms for GNE and NNE problems could also apply in our setting.
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(a) 5,10 (b) 5,20

(c) 25,10 (d) 25,20

(e) 50,10 (f) 50,20

Figure 3: Histograms of the number of major iterations needed by Algorithm 1 to converge to a
normalized Nash equilibrium. Each subcaption lists the (number of players, number of markets)
tuple |J |, |L|. 100 instances were solved for each |J |, |L| pair.

A Failure of complementarity for nonconvex NNE

A popular approach to solving convex games is via complementarity, whereby one writes the KKT
conditions for each player, concatenates all of these conditions, and then invokes an algorithm,
e.g. the PATH method [6], to solve the resulting complementarity system. However, when the
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Figure 4: Max and mean solution time per iteration for multi-player knapsack instances.

convexity assumption does not hold, this approach is an unreliable heuristic at best. In this section,
we show that the complementarity approach need not produce a generalized Nash equilibrium when
players have discrete decisions. Indeed, we show that any feasible solution would satisfy the KKT
conditions of the complementarity approach.

For concreteness, we revisit the example from Section 5.2. To arrive at a complementarity
formulation, we take advantage of two insights. First, we replace each binary variable yjl with a
continuous variable yjl ∈ [0, 1] subject to the additional complementarity constraint yjl(1−yjl) = 0.
Thus, we have players defined by continuous nonlinear programs with differentiable objectives and
constraint functions. The KKT conditions are at least necessary for an optimum of such problems,
but, as we shall see, trivially so. Second, with all decision variables now being continuous and all
but the complementarity constraints yjl(1 − yjl) = 0 being linear, we follow a complementarian’s
approach by attempting to exploit a result from Harker [18] who demonstrated that, when all
constraints are linear, a “VI solution” (in our case, a complementarity solution) can be obtained
by giving the same dual variables to the common constraints. Applying these two results leads to
the nonconvex continuous formulation for each player j:

p∗j (y−j) = max
yj

∑
l∈Lj

((
αl − βl

∑
i∈J yil

)
yjl − cjlyjl

)
= pj(yj , y−j) Dual vars (12a)

s.t.
∑
l∈Lj

ajlyjl ≤ bj , πj ≥ 0, (12b)

yjl(1− yjl) = 0, γjl ∈ R, ∀l ∈ Lj , (12c)

− yjl ≥ −1, µjl ≥ 0, ∀l ∈ Lj , (12d)

yjl ≥ 0, νjl ≥ 0, ∀l ∈ Lj , (12e)∑
i∈J

dilyil ≤ el, ωl ≥ 0, ∀l ∈ L. (12f)

16



The corresponding Lagrangian function for each player j is

Lj(yj , πj , γj , µj , νj) =
∑
l∈Lj

((
αl − βl

∑
i∈J yil

)
yjl − cjlyjl

)
+ πj

(
bj −

∑
l∈Lj

ajlyjl

)
+

∑
l∈Lj

γjyjl(1− yjl) +
∑
l∈Lj

µjl(1− yjl) +
∑
l∈Lj

νjlyjl +
∑
l∈L

ωl

(
el −

∑
i∈J dilyil

)
.

The necessary, but not sufficient, first-order KKT optimality conditions associated with the
nonlinear model (12) when all players are represented by a monolithic system of equations are

αl − cjl − βl
∑
i̸=j

yil − 2βlyjl − πjaj + γjl − 2γjlyjl − µjl + νjl − ωldjl = 0, ∀l ∈ Lj , j ∈ J , (13a)

0 ≤ bj −
∑
l∈Lj

ajlyjl ⊥ πj ≥ 0, ∀j ∈ J , (13b)

γjlyjl(1− yjl) = 0, ∀l ∈ Lj , j ∈ J , (13c)

0 ≤ 1− yjl ⊥ µjl ≥ 0, ∀l ∈ Lj , j ∈ J , (13d)

0 ≤ yjl ⊥ νjl ≥ 0, ∀l ∈ Lj , j ∈ J , (13e)

0 ≤ el −
∑
i∈J

dilyil ⊥ ωl ≥ 0, ∀l ∈ L. (13f)

The following proposition shows that if one were to choose any feasible solution ŷj to player
j’s binary knapsack problem (9) and concatenate all such solutions into a single decision vector

ŷ = (ŷ1, . . . , ŷN ) ∈ {0, 1}
∑

j nj satisfying
∑

i∈J dilŷil ≤ el for all l ∈ L, then ŷ trivially satisfies the
KKT conditions (13). More importantly, ŷ need not satisfy the requirement p∗j (ŷ−j) ≥ pj(yj , ŷ−j)
for all j ∈ J and yj ∈ {0, 1}nj satisfying

∑
l∈Lj

ajlŷjl ≤ bj and
∑

i∈J dilyil ≤ el for all l ∈ L, which,
of course, is the definition of a generalized Nash equilibrium. In short, solving (13) directly gives
no guarantee that an equilibrium has been found.

Proposition 6. Let ŷj be any feasible solution to player j’s binary knapsack problem (9) such that
ŷ = (ŷ1, . . . , ŷN ) satisfies

∑
i∈J dilŷil ≤ el for all l ∈ L. Then there exists (π̂, γ̂, µ̂, ν̂, ω̂) such that

(ŷ, π̂, γ̂, µ̂, ν̂, ω̂) is a feasible solution to the KKT conditions (13).

Proof. Consider any feasible binary solution ŷ = (ŷ1, . . . , ŷN ) ∈ {0, 1}
∑

j nj satisfying
∑

l∈Lj
ajlŷjl ≤

bj for all j ∈ J and
∑

i∈J dilŷil ≤ el for all l ∈ L. For all j ∈ J , let π̂j = 0 if
∑

l∈Lj
ajlŷjl < bj and

π̂j ≥ 0 otherwise. For all l ∈ L, let ω̂l = 0 if
∑

i∈J dilŷil < el and ω̂l ≥ 0 otherwise. If ŷjl = 0, let

µ̂jl = 0, and let (ν̂jl, γ̂jl) satisfy ν̂jl ≥ 0 and γ̂jl = −
(
αl − cjl − βl

∑
i̸=j ŷil − π̂jaj + ν̂jl − ω̂ldjl

)
. If

ŷjl = 1, let ν̂jl = 0, and let (µ̂jl, γ̂jl) satisfy µ̂jl ≥ 0 and γ̂jl = αl − cjl − βl
∑

i̸=j ŷil − 2βl − π̂jaj −
µ̂jl − ω̂ldjl. Then (ŷ, π̂, γ̂, µ̂, ν̂, ω̂) is a solution of the system of equations (13).
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